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Chris Megson argues that the post-Thatcherite 1990s saw a renaissance in theatre writing based in 'directness' and 'immediacy' (Megson 2006: 529-32) . 
A paradigm shift
The 1980s saw a crisis in British theatre. A political shift to the right expressed by Thatcherism, the failure of the political left, withdrawal of money for the arts and a loss of confidence in theatre as a political arena collectively resulted in a nervous retreat from mainstream politics. 2 Disillusionment with party politics saw new writing in the second part of the 1980s focus on single-issue politics, particularly the identity politics of feminism, race and gender, rather than the broad debates that defined the epic state-of-the-nation plays of the 1970s. 3 Despite
Howard Brenton and David Hare's mid-1980s analysis of contemporary Britain in
Pravda (1985) followed by Hare's trilogy on institutions of state (1990, 1991 and 1993) , the issues and dramatic forms that had preoccupied much new writing of the 1970s and early 1980s were not deemed appropriate for the more fragmented 1990s. Even narrowly defined identity politics were increasingly seen as too ! $! limiting a framework within which to examine the disintegration of old certainties and ideologies experienced in the early 1990s, and a generational chasm opened up in British theatre.
What moved into this conceptual vacuum were forms of theatre less interested in established models of political analysis and more interested in personal stories and an expression of the individual experience of 'how it is' or 'how it was'. 4 This took two quite different yet linked forms, but each of these, I
argue, was nevertheless derived from an existing theatre tradition. The first of these, In-Yer-Face theatre, was hailed as a radical departure from the state-of-thenation play. But though it brought fresh, new writers onto the scene whose nihilistic analysis of the contemporary demanded new definitions of political theatre, in its claim to diagnose and represent the competing discourses of the present it occupied similar territory to the state-of-the-nation play. Each of their claims to discursive authority was enabled by their location in subsidized theatre institutions that deliberately sought new writing. 5 Furthermore, an existing ideology in British theatre of the primacy of authorship provided the conditions for writers to develop individual expressivity, marked by challenges to the norms of language and behaviour. Nevertheless the new writers could acquire increasing status through a revitalized expression of the current state of British society.
Indeed, the more such work was open to charges of offensiveness, degradation and excess, the more established institutions supported it. Just as 1970s punk can be seen as a rejection of foregoing traditions of rock and pop music that was quickly co-opted by the structures of the commercial music industry, so In-YerFace theatre revitalized British theatre by challenging state-of-the-nation plays while also continuing in the tradition of taking the pulse of contemporary Britain.
! %!
The second of these forms, documentary theatre, followed on the heels of
In-Yer-Face theatre. It derived from a vigorous theatre tradition running alongside the scripted state-of-the-nation play, namely community theatre. Community theatres of the late 1960s and the 1970s gave voice to the experience of the working-class and other minority groups, using the techniques of devising drama out of testimony and the histories of 'ordinary' people that were developed by early twentieth-century Soviet agitprop theatre. 6 The principle was to theorize experience, by producing performances that both described and analysed a collective position. Defined through political materialist frameworks, performances spoke to the local community but could also resonate beyond the specific example. This approach was exemplified by Peter Cheeseman's The Knotty (1970, first performed 1966) , based on the history of the North Staffordshire Railway, encapsulating his belief that 'in the local is the universal'.
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The 1960s-70s British theatre groups routinely engaged in specific political struggles, and their social embeddedness was formative for the expansion of community theatre, theatre-in-education and other forms of applied and political theatre in the 1970s and early 1980s. 8 The Thatcher years deprived these forms of theatre of their funding base, and their aims were ridiculed as outmoded and selfregarding. Fact-based theatre that developed in the late 1990s drew on similar approaches but, while sometimes focusing on the plight of individuals as a way of commenting on national concerns, eschewed any foregrounded theorizing of the material.
The problems for epic state-of-the-nation drama and agitprop/community theatre connect with a pervasive cultural climate that began to reject 'grand narratives' such as Marxism and feminist analysis as frameworks for creating (Megson 2006: 531) . The 'poetics of immediacy' incorporates an urgency and connectedness that elicit an emotional response. However, this insight leads to the questions of whether the emotional response is itself political and how it might be connected to a political analysis.
Documentary theatre as a response to crisis
Fact-based theatre is not a homogenous theatrical form; rather it is an attitude to the source material used for dramatic construction. In recent times this has taken three predominant forms, though these forms are tendencies, not always distinct (Reinelt 2009: 7) . She proposes that in watching fact-based theatre, 'Spectators come to the theatrical event believing that certain aspects of the performance are directly linked to the reality they are trying to experience or understand' (Reinelt 2009: 9) .
Following the break down of East/West binary political ideologies and as people were looking for new ways of engaging with texts, Sobchack, writing about film spectatorship, challenges Marxist and psychoanalytic materialism as the dominant theories of film analysis, claiming they have 'obscured the dynamic, synoptic and lived-body situation of both the spectator and the film' (Sobchack 1992: xv) . She highlights the felt sense of 'the embodied experience of labour, alienation, engagement, and transformation'. Transposed to theatre, this argument locates realism not as verisimilitude but as underwritten by the veracity of an experience, a recognition of a shared understanding that is at least partly found in an emotional response to a situation, which 'feels' connected to the experience of the spectator. send not to know for whom the bell tolls; it tolls for thee' (Donne 1987: 86) . This stirring passage is counterposed with factual voice-over, announcing that UK citizens are 'among more than 650 prisoners held in Guantanamo.
[…] They are being held indefinitely' (Brittain and Slovo 2004: 59) . The Steyn speeches contextualize the play and frame the perspective of the performance as one that is oppositional to the US State.
The main body of the play comprises statements from letters, interviews, press conferences and court transcripts that not only are factual but also express positive means of audience engagement that has the potential to harness social and political agency, or whether, in its aspirations to elicit emotion and achieve immediacy and directness, it is merely exploitative manipulation.
I have described emotional enlistment as a potential because I regard it as a quantity of affect produced in the relationship between the audience and the performance. As a quantitative phenomenon, the emotion enlisted does not lead in a particular cognitive direction. It does not have, in itself, a political orientation.
Rather the play in performance can offer the means to channel the predisposition energized by enlistment into a route for political expression. The play builds up an emotional engagement but must also transfer it into assent for a political idea.
There could be reactionary and complicit ways of deploying this energy as well as audience. This expectation of rational debate, desire for public and often institutional solutions, and engagement with the audience as a concerned interlocutor hollow out a space for the audience to be engaged in a Habermasian dialogue about public affairs. 13 While Kane and Ravenhill incite a response based on hostility and disaffection, and work to inflame emotions, Norton-Taylor, Gupta and Burke provoke a response that also harnesses emotion but to enlist the audience's reason and sympathy, to bring them on-side rather than to alienate and confront them.
